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Comments on the proposed designation of Spirifer multistriatus Hall, 1857 as the 
type species of Trematospira Hall, 1859 (Brachiopoda) 
(Case 3007; see BZN 53: 264-266) 


(1) Arthur J. Boucot 
Department of Zoology, Oregon State University, 3029 Cordley Hall, Corvallis, 
Oregon 97331-2914, U.S.A. 


I write in strong support of Alvarez’s application. As Alvarez points out, I and my 
colleagues used Spirifer multistriatus as the type species in the first edition of the 
Brachiopoda volume of the Treatise on Invertebrate Paleontology; many others have 
done so since. To switch things back to the position unintentionally set up by 
Davidson would confuse things for all of us. Alvarez very effectively sets out the 
problem and makes it clear that Davidson was not really involved with the 
understanding of this endemic, North American brachiopod, but included it in his 
monograph for the sake of completeness; I doubt if he had specimens in London 
available for study. This being the case, it makes good sense to me, as one of the 
taxonomists who has actually studied the genus, that we should follow Hall's obvious 
intentions based on his knowledge of the shells involved. 


(2) Sandra J. Carlson 
Department of Geology, University of California, Davis, California 95616, U.S.A. 
I write in support of the proposal by Fernando Alvarez to designate Spirifer 


multistriatus Hall, 1857 as the type species of Trematospira Hall, 1859. The argument 
put forward is sound and merits the action proposed. 


(3) C.H.C. Brunton 
Palaeontology Department, The Natural History Museum, Cromwell Road, 
London SW7 SBD, U.K. 


I consider Alvarez’s application as soundly based and valuable. 


Comment on the proposed precedence of Metaphycus Mercet, 1917 over Acnasioidea 
Girault, 1911 (Insecta, Hymenoptera) 
(Case 2975; see BZN 52: 313-315) 


Zdenek Bouček 


Department of Entomology, The Natural History Museum, Cromwell Road, 
London SW7 SBD, U.K. 


John LaSalle & Andrew Polaszek 
International Institute of Entomology, clo The Natural History Museum, 
Cromwell Road, London SW7 5BD, U.K. 


We wish to express our strong support for the application to conserve the generic 
name Metaphycus Mercet, 1917 in favour of Aenasioidea Girault, 1911. As the 
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authors of the application have correctly pointed out, the name Metaphycus is widely 
known and has been cited hundreds of times in the literature, and the genus currently 
contains over 220 species. It is well known to applied workers as it contains many 
species of economic importance and has been widely cited in the biological control 
literature. The name Aenasioidea, on the other hand, is virtually unknown. 

This is a clear case of usage versus priority. One important aspect in our view is 
that the authors of the application have acted correctly at every step. They identified 
that the problem existed (Noyes & Woolley, 1994) and acted according to the Code 
in continuing to use Metaphycus as the valid name pending a decision by the 
Commission, thus preventing the opportunity for the older name to gain usage. And, 
finally, they presented an application to the Commission in a timely fashion, resulting 
in only a year between the time of publication of the original paper and the 
publication of their application. 

Given the facts that the name Metaphycus is widely known to both systematists 
and applied workers, that the name Aenasividea is virtually unknown to both groups, 
and that the case was handled properly and presented in a short time, we have no 
hesitation in offering our strong support for this application. 


Comments on the proposed conservation of the names Labrus Linnaeus, 1758, 
Cichlasoma Swainson, 1839 and Polycentrus Müller & Troschel, 1848 by the 
designation of neotypes for Labrus bimaculatus Linnaeus, 1758 and L. punctatus 
Linnaeus, 1758 (Osteichthyes, Perciformes) 

(Cases 2880 and 2905; see BZN 50: 215-218 and 53: 106-111) 


(1) Reeve M. Bailey 


Museum of Zoology, Division of Fishes, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 
Michigan 48109-1079, U.S.A. 


It is apparent from the presentations of Cases 2880 (BZN 50: 215 218; September 
1993) and 2905 (BZN 53: 106 111; June 1996) that application of the Code would 
result in unfortunate name changes for certain fishes in the families CICHLIDAE, 
LABRIDAE and NANDIDAE unless the Commission exercises its plenary powers to retain 
widespread usage. With the proposers. I wholeheartedly support such action and 
approve overriding the Code to achieve stability in nomenclature. However, my 
preferred solutions to the problems differ from those proposed by Dr R. Fricke and 
Dr C.J. Ferraris in Case 2905. 

Case 2880 by Dr H.-J. Paepke recommends suppression of the specific name of 
Labrus punctatus Linnaeus, 1758 and, with the other proposals of para. 8 on BZN 50: 
216 217, this would assure continuity of the use of Polycentrus schomburgkii Miller 
& Troschel, 1848. I approve these moves. Application of the name punctatus for 
either the South American nandid as suggested by Kullander (1983, p. 84) or for the 
American cichlid well known as Cichlasoma bimaculatum as proposed by Fricke & 
Ferraris (Case 2905, para. 8) would unnecessarily bring an unused specific name into 
use for a familiar species and is thus objectionable. 

Case 2905 points out the unfortunate circumstance that Labrus bimaculatus 
Linnaeus, 1758 has been regarded as the type species of both Cichlasoma (CICHLIDAE) 


